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Perspectives on Assessment of Learning Disable Students 


The assessment of children takes many forms; Bronely defined it 
is the process of Sg eeiOs data for use in making igeteiions about _ 
students. Salvia and Yegeldyke (1978) differentiated five kinds of 


F 2 : 
educational decisions, indicating that: assessment data were used in. 


the making of screetiing, classification/{dentification/eligibtlity/ 


ol 


placement, instructional planning, pupil evaluation, and program eval- 
uation decisions. Assessment is Clearly an ever present activity in 


educational. settings; issues related to the use of assessment data to 


” make decisions about learning disabled students are thereby important. 


Specific issues have evolved at each level of data collection and 
: é - epee ial 


. ‘decision making with learning disabled students, and while not unique 


: . J 
to the category learning disabled, the issues are @specially pronounced 


when educators make decisions about children thought to have learning 


disabilities. When screening and classification decisions are made, 
definitional and conceptual issues are readily apparent, numerous 
sames regarding-the technical adequacy of devidgs used to collect — 


dara are peeteua, and we must address the issue of the extent * which 


decisions may be biased. ‘When data are used to plan Snteact sonal 


interventions, issues of relevance and technical adequacy must be 

r) i ; ‘ 
addressed. When data are used to evaluate pupil progress and program 
effectiveness, issues arisé regarding both the nature of dats to be 


collected and the relevance of different, reference groups. 


This ménuscript reviews fundamental critical ant complex iesues 


in the. use of assessment data to make decisions bout learning Pere r 


4 


‘ . _-l- Cf 


ee. ae *~ 


students, and concludes with a discussion of, several current forces 


‘ 


serving to impel change in contemporary assessment and decision-making 


‘practices. 


' 


Critical Conceptual and Definitional Issues © 


a 


Schools regularly collett considerable data on the students they 


‘serve. When students ‘experience academic and/og social difficulties, , 


school personnel regularly eae Sais data collection activities for 
” 
those pupils. -The data scollected are intended to be useful in making 
, . ' Py 2 


. 


psychoeducational' decisions. To the extent that assessment data are 


irrelevant to decision making, the process is adversely affected. 
In spite of numerous aehempts to create a more sophistcated dis- 
ability, LD remains a category of underachievement. Algozzine and 


Sutherland . (1978) were critical of major components of hae current 


‘definitions of lear#ing disability. Specifically, they pointed out that 


psychological disorders articulated in definitions of learning disability 


were relatively obscure, that ability-achievement discrepancies were 


unreliable, and that little real evidence existed to support the notion 


of learning disability as a sacuvatel diascoatié category. The arguments . 


made by Algozzine and Sutherland regarding the category “learning djs- 
abled" have" been made by others (Quay, 1973; Reynolds & Balow, 1972) 
repens other categorical labels. | 

. Current practice in categorization of handicapped asernere is, 
often logically fallacious. A specific logical fallacy sjuieaceicties 


@ : 
current identification efforts: the fallacy of an undistributed 


‘middle tern, also called the fallacy of affirming the consequent. 


® 


6 


The Fallacy of an Undistributed Middle Term 
. In its simplest form, the logical fallacy of an undistributed 


middle term follows a general paradigm in which a category. or set of , 
_ persons, places, or things (A) .covaries or coexists with another set 
of seeatia, places, or things (B); So i eeawioe set of persons, 
places, or things (C) is observed to coexist or covary with set B; set 
C is assumed bdentical to set A. Such vaadoutee is logical if, and only 
if, the relationship between sets A and B is both universal and specific; 
‘ that is, when tha characteristics ‘in B appear in all (universal), and 
only (specific) in, unit A. Obviously, this limitation vauteeete the 
utility of this form of reasoning. That the fallacy of an undistributed [ 


middle term permeates the field of special education and learning disa- 


bilities in particular can be readily illustrated. 
. »* 


- Disorders or deficits said to be demonstrated by learning disabled 
students are, for the most part, test-named and test-identified (e.g.,; 
auditory sequential memory deficits, figure ground pathology; grammatic 
closure disorders, body Gane problems, verbal expression disabilities, ; 
and visual association deficiencies). Numerous wtatenante appear in 
“major textbooks and in the professional literature reporting that : 
teureten disabled individuals (A) exhibit certain characteristics (B). 
The nature of the target characteristics controls the ease with which 
saga occurs; nESee, alterations of intellectual criteria for 
wants retardation or tevata of achievement dtscrepgncy in LD result 
in alterations in prevalence. 

“That we also engage in the practice of identifying children (c) 


who demonstrate: the characteristics (B) listed in LD textbooks should 


* 


“I 


4 ‘ : ie 
be apparent by our affinity for checklists, rating scales, "cut-off 


score” diagnosey, and profile analyses.. Because of the general non- 


specific nature of those characteristics, we are often able to demon- 
‘ ia : . ‘ ’ 

strate that children do perform like the original individuals on whom 

“3 @ : ’ : ° . 

the scale or test was "notmed:"- However, since the original relation- 


ship is not universal and specific, to a large extent our diagnoses 


(C is A) are often incorrect and/or unnecessary. 


\ 


‘Special educators, then, engage in reasoning that follows a para- 


; <4 sae é eS F 
digm in which . a 


Disabled persons (A) ashttie certain behaviors (B) 
# 
Exanitiecs (C) exhibit identical or similar behaviors (B) 
Examinees’ (C). are disabled persons (A). , 
We might just as wait engage. in reasoning that concludes: 
Cooters play in the mud 
Cecil (an.8 year old LD student) plays in the mud | 
Cecil is a cooter.+ , ; % 
It should be clear that simply ‘doing something that someone else 
does, does ‘int make you someone sea; ‘vee, the “undistributed middle 
tern” tn"the assessment sequence has contributed to a tremendous lack 
of clarity and "false positive” identifications. 


& 


The Fallacy of Affirming the Consequent * 


Put another way, Identification practices within special education 
are subject to the "fallacy of affirming the consequent." ‘In its 
simplest form,-the argument ‘follows this logic: 


If the statement (A), is ‘true, then a certain result 
. ' “* . 


ae 


* 
will be observed (B). Upon assessment, B:is observed; 


, . t ‘ : 2 
it is then toncluded that A is true. 


‘If a child is LD, then the child will have certain char- 
acteristics.’ Assessment results suggest the character- 


‘ istics, and it is concluded that the child is LD. 


It is important to note that it is not the truth of the original state- 


ment that is at issue but more the fact that it is not specific and 


. . ‘ sd 
universal. ‘That is, it is not specified that the CyARACHeTenTeS appear - 


in oaty and in all LD cto Sings Sher are clearly. other reasons for the 
presence of the characteristics in auaettons: ; 

ihe vintPentions of the definitional and conceptual. issues under- 
lying assesqment of learning disabled youngsters center on the problems 
of inappropriate or inefficient idantiticactea: Hallahan and Kauffman 
(1978) have suggested that the behavioral and other sheirectectatics of 
mildly handicapped youngsters overlap (i.e., are not universal and 
specific) to a large extent. It is not difficult to hypothesize about 
reasons for that observation va, % considers the basis for the 
identification fn the first place Gas, a logical non-sequitur). Simi- 
larly, Hallahan and Kauffman (1978) suggested that categorically differt 
entiated instruction is largely non-existent. In spite of the truth of 
that contention, differential placements and classifications occur 
based upon distal of assessment efforts; this is largely due to 
the anticipated favorable outcome of treatment as opposed to the threat 
of deinen ee as a result of identification. One might also — 
hypothesizé that the reason professionals are willing to continue 


"affirming the consequent" is because occasionally the line of reasoning 


. 


ed 


x ' a. r ‘ 
6 : : ; : 
; 
A 


is correct: Therefore, like any gther behavior put on an intermittent 
schedule of reinforcement, illogical reasoning is particularly resistant 


tto extinction. 2 7 ; 
: e F . q 
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Bias Before, Durin _and After Assessment of LD Students 


Whee oe decisions about 4 group of students who 3 are defn 
ai desceated in = nebulous a manner as are LD stodente, one must be ‘ 
concerned with wickesnind bias. In other words, whenever objective oe eh 
mechanisms for identification are absent, the probability fs very high 
that subjectivity enters the décdaton-aekine process. ; a8 
Much has been written about bias in the neking of classification, 
identification, eligibility, and viackuint decisions. Ysseldyke (1978a) 
summarized efforts in psychology to study bias in assessment, concluding 
that not sake taxecpusancioplete been unable to agree on models or | 
Sanahions to a used in ascertaining test fairness, but they have been. 


\ 
unable to gta on the concept df fairness. Ysseldyke (1978a) observed 


that educators are now “iaueacle the mistakes made by researchers who 
‘have addressed bias, a BaeS readily observed in) echt efforts by SEA 
and-LEA personnel toi identity the fair test ‘for use with specific groups 
of students. He observed that b bias occurs suctueite the decision- 
making process, and is not restricted to bias: in test usage. sg 
The decisions that educators make are hierarchical in nature. 
School personnel decide who to refer aE assesenent, they decide who 
is eligible for service (deciding both the nature or“kind and the extent 


' 


of “handicapping soudition), they decide where to place students, oe 


they decide the nature of intervention to be used (both what to teach ' 


, 


and how to teach: they decide the extent to which pupils are making F 
progress, — they decide whether or not intervention ii are 7 
efféetives. Initial dechutons regarding referral and taeutiflcation 

are made with -an ultimate goal of effective treathent in mind. We 

ane would ‘eontend that bias occurs throughout the entire gectetouraaking ; 7 


process, prior to sadasenent, during assessment, ‘and following (or as ° Pj 


a result of) assessment. The following sections describe” mati 


the issue of bias.. y 
if 
Pre-Assessment Bias - we "2 pe : 
. Re - ff . ne 


A variety of naturally-occurring student characteristicé have been 
shown to influence the formation of negative attitudes toward students. 
Facial appearance has been shown to influence piscenat decistons (Ross 
& Salvia, 1975), has been related to different peréonal al peer atti- 
tudes (Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Salta: Sheare, & Algozzine, 1975), 
and has been shown to be a factor in differential teacher-pupil class- 
room interactions (Adams & Cohen, 1974; Algozzine, 1975). It awe been 
demonstrated that other student characteristics (i.e., race, sex of ~ 2 
child, achievement level of older siblings, socioeconomic status) 
differentially affect. the formation ‘and rearniuston of classroom 
teachers’ expectations (Bergan & Smith, 1966; Brophy & Good, 1974; - 
Carter, 1952; Coates, 1972; Datta, Schaefer, & Davis, 1968; Geisbrecht 7 
& Routh, 1979;, Jackson & Lahaderne, 1967; Lenkowsky & Blackman, 1968; 
Lippett™ & Gold, 1959; Meyer J Trompeon, 1956; ‘Miller, HeLaughiin, 
Haddon, & Chansky, ee Palardy, 1969; Rubovits & saahes 1973; ; Seaver, 
1973). ie 

‘tk eto thas been dentnarvated that behaviors of sxenptiooal chil- : 83 


-dren result in differential teacher reactions. - For example, Algozzine 
ee ' ; 


8 

; (1976, 1977) has shown that behaviors characteristic of emotionally 
‘handicapped (EH) youngsters sere: aitfereneiaity bottierscnd to«school 
personnel. Schlosser and Algozzine (1979) have shown that behaviors 
characteristic of boys were more bd theraowe’ thin those characteristic 
of girle, ota and Algozzine: (1978) demonstrated ‘that behaviors char- 

+ acteristic of LD children were less bothersome than those characteristic 
of EH children, and: Giesbrecht and Routh (1979) found that the most 
influential category of iatordeedon in teacher referral was written 
comments concerning misbehavior. In seems, then, that even hehe a’ 
child utters one resporise to a test item, ‘aj alta esha the cards 
stacked unfav@rably. The eanne nature of this problem has not eae 

» specified. One possibility AL} that different assessment processes may 


be selected for different types of youngsters, or that examiners may ~~ 


i hold preconceived notions about the outcomes ‘of the assessment based P 
* upon the child's "characteristics." ~ . di ; 
Assessment. Bias , . 
/~ 7 iy ‘ \ 4 


If bias occurs before the ‘assessment session, it may also occur - . 5 a 8 


during data collection an decision making. In fact, the circumstances 
1 


\ ' of “the "testing, the inf of “the examiner on the test results, and 
observer biases have been studied in this regard; elantiy pre— 


: assessment characteristics may be influential during the evaluation as af 


oe well. 
us P 4 
. - School psychologists often report that they receive referrals from _ ere 
4 , , certain. teachers ata disproportionate rate when compared to others; 


4 


similarly, they tend to base their decisions about the child on sych 


4, 


at 


factors (Hersh, 1971). The student's social wines, appearance, 
| padents'- dnvolvewent in the school, referring teacher, reason for . 
. referral, and . -othe getter’ qualities may vesult in differential inter- 
* ' actions during testing sessions. Masling (1957) ‘provides , some avidedes ‘ 
- that the examiner’ s behavior during the évaluation may anepenre the 
outcome. In that study, two undergraduates were Erected to respond | in 


~ im 


‘a warn, congenial manner, and a cool, aloof manner; examiners’ inter~ . 
: Rretertons of the Rorschach performance of the two subjects were more ~ 
es favorable when they behaved in an accepting ware) manner ; Masling (1957) 
ie bs “se demonstrated similar vonaite. using information, comprehension, = - 
piadiaGiniess ‘subtests of the Wechsler Scales. *Wetevorth, Kurtz, Jones, 
* and hate mere found that the diagnosis of hypetkinesis influenced * et 
observers’ “fudgnents about a child's behavio#. ; = 3 


mpeckations of an SsaRANET as cued by seemingly irrelevant. ; AS 
characteristics of the testing aiteuadtencel and the testee, may be 
influential in seepeanent outcomes. These effects have been identified 
and studied in traditional assessment (i.e., individual iriterview . 
evaluations) settings “as well as in observational studies (cf. exeed 


_ & Bellack, 19763, ‘Stoneman & Gtbson, 1978). -" 


PoatvAeseuanent Blas 


. In addition to bias that occurs prior to and during the pallection = 
: of data for paychoeducattonal dectatons, conmseerabte bias occurs after 

the sent samen’ as a function of the Letel, assigned to the: child. ‘The , 
labeling ‘ede is palaetviy stiaightforvard; that is, of concern is™ i pe 
* what happens to the child es a result of the assignment of a Kabegerseai Ry 


us = . * 
.y i . xs a 
4 4 : F 
. a | if * . 
' 


Se i hs de, iti, p a 


label. Labeling effects have been studied frca two, PRERRASEAY ER? 
.(a) the impact of the label: on the perceptions and benavigr of the child, 


os ‘ — (b)~the es of the label‘on others' perceptions and actions with 


regard to,that child (Algozzine & Mercer, in press). The general ef-- 


” fects of labeling have been reported elsewhere (Goffman, 1963; Jones, 


we “1927; MacMillan, Jones, & Alota, sie a specific effect relates to ae 
me the influence labels have on sietponad and intetperancad expectancies 


xs ; 
for success and/or failure. 


The: label "learning disabilities” hae also been shown to be ‘inflo- | y pf 


ential in biasing eeachere” judgments (or interpersonal oectancteay ? 
about children. Interest in the effects of labeling probably stems ‘ 
from the’ work of, Rosenthal and Jacobsen (1968) in which the experimenters 
attempted to generate differential student performances by ‘biasing, 
teachers. Within this context, the: eftacte of manipulating the learning 
disabilities label have haan investigated ina variety ‘of ways. " Experi- 
mental studies have compared the Lp label to other Aisabilities labels 
| and have measured: the labeling ‘effects. an teachers, undergraduate stu- 
dents, ‘ind labeled youngsters. Selected investigations pMeten ‘a 
: LD iti has been studied are ‘reported in Table 1. - An sialysis of the 
results of these ill cae aie suggests that ae LD label transmis ; 


_. " negative expectations to ‘teachers and other professionals likely to be 


are ‘Somewhat less iapatlvs than those é other iaificege” Gue.s MR and . 

Bb). ‘Within tie context, then, LD seems to represent a more acceptable . 
és A P "handicap" chan some but it aay be thought of as a less melee label ; 
thin, "norma" ee “ tes 


. 
2 a . - : 
= ~ 1 r 
. . é . 
. 4 
. 4 4 ™ . 
‘ * . . 


working with - handicapped children, and the effects of the LD sabal » 4 : 


i. 


-— "fe = w= we eweeweeweeweeeeeense = = = 


While marly studies have demonstrated that target subjects can be 
influenced by labels, few have studied the extent ‘to which the labeled, 


child is affected; one is: HALEN TERY in this regard. Sutherland and 


af 


Algozzine (1979) studied the effects of expectancy transmishions to 


ibenak: auhjeces and labeled sttviduate. tindédevadunee: students were 
asked to teach normal fourth grade children bvaldtet as "learning dis- 

| abled" or “normal") to note tate a-complex visual-motor task; the actual 
performances of the children were nonitored and ia as the dapendene 

“s measure’ for the research. Under these comet Ptonws girls labeled and 

= egal as aes disabled" performed atent#icantly lower than "normal" 


‘girls; boys we vere not -gimilarly affected. 
’ 
It sens, then} that the learning stafosticy label generates oo 


ferential expectancies and performances within interpersonal betavasbiods 


a 


as well as personal performances, Learning disabled children also eye 


. 


been shown to be ‘rejected py. their peers and to be recipients of jane 3 


’ 


disieaiis teacher and peer sateraseicee: (Bryan, 1974, 1976, 1977; Bryan 


& Bryan, 1978).: The research on bias folowing assessment suggests that’. 


~ 


the LD label is influential in the lives of children “who receiveait. 


z 
The effects suggest Shae this an ttuance goes nayone simply making the 


~ 


child eligible for (and/or providing) special eucatioanl treatment. 


* 


veceatoet Adequacy 
» It has repeatedly been observed (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978; Thurlow 


v 


& Ysseldyke, in press; Ysseldyke, 1973, 1978a, 1978, 1979; Ysseldyke, . 


’ 


~“Algozzine, BFEAM & Potter, 1979; Ysseldyke & Salvia, ine that one 


eee of the most “critical issues in oer psychoeducationa 


r 


=i for 
' and about LD students is that the standardized tests | d are ofrar, * 
' of reltabtlities for commonly used norm-referenced t dts, reporting 

hat the majority were: technically inadequate, Salyte and Ysseldyke f 

(1978) listed tests with {nedeqiatels constructed “a See tnee norms, 


: and tests with inadequate reliability and~valiaity 
‘ IK 


, Yeseldyke, Algozzine, 
“fe ee: 
Regan, and Potter la demonstrated that decision makers use inadequate 


tests as often as they use adequate ones. leas making is character- 
ized by che use of ARECEMAE LOT derived fron ie mipeliy inadequate tests. 


‘ bs e “. 


Assessment of "Underlying" Processes ot Abilities 
: The eabete over what should. Marcas ash ‘and taught” within the asians 
Ss wanbAnkecventinn paradigm has been around for quite ‘some re (cf. 
Salvia & Yeseldyke, 1978). It pots dovn to a decision about’ what 
should be evaluated as a. basis fot effective Programming. Ysseldyke 
and Salvia (1974) have suggested ‘that two: competing viewpoints have 


dominated this controversy, “ability training" and-"task analysis" are 


names they have assigned to. each Poattions. 
Those who advocat the ability training point of view believe that — 
there are apscitic ab lities that underlie the acquisition of academic 


* skills and that for st _chddren failure to ss the academic skills 


s Disabled learners have perceptual problems 


The target child is a disabled learner. , 3 
It is then reasotied CHAE correction of the“perceptual problem will 
cate: in coreeckior of the learning. disability. Some support of 
this model has oo opmntieds ‘however, success is clearly doomed to 


. 


logical*bounds ‘ 
Those who advocate a task analytic point of view contend that . 
it is ‘nor specific abilities that underlie academic success, but more 

it is specific subskills which underlie academic success. Proponents 

Oe this model contend that. failure at academic tasks results from 

failure to learn ane prerequisite skills. The argument goes ‘ ae 


t 


souathitng like this: : a i . ; ‘ 
Students ane reading difficulties hae skill deficits in reading 
The target child has a skill deficit in reading : Sy 
. The target child is a student with reading difficulties. 
It is then reasoned that correction of the skill deficits wiil result 
ne correction of the reading problem. Some support for this model has "° 
been compiled; success ifs again bounded by the logical nature of the 
argument; that is, the afgument is logical if, and only if, the skill 
deficit is both universal and specific. , 7 
Regardless of the position taken - relative to current "best. practices” 
in utilizing assessment information. to build instructional programs, 
problems are apparent. Clearly, the more important mayeee of assessment 
is ‘eeatmant} t coaiea ty ane the problems evident al assessnent one 


; wonders why it is not possible stucity: to provide more effective treat- | : \ 


’- ment without the unnecessary inconvenience of a diagnostic evaluation, 


New Directiofis in Assessment Practices 


; ; 4 
{) ’ P . 
Several forces, goi " on now, are bringing about or will bring 
about change in assessmgnt practices and activities. This section { : 
describes many of these current forces and the effect they are having + 


.or will have on assessment practices. 


' 


ln, - 


' Increased Accountgbility at the Level:of the }ndividual 


sala? ‘ 
Educational personnel are having to engage in ever-increasing public 


* performance ofjtheir duties. .Thé 1960's and early 1970's were charac- 


é& 


a 


texixad as arf era of litigation in’ which parents and organizations of , 
parents bropght suit against school systems to challenge intervention 
decisions ade using alleged inapphoprdate assessment data. ithtenttee 
led the Ly to legislation desigued ‘to address problems in a wide 

scale mfnner. In section 504.of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and 

in Pubic Law 94-142 Congress established the right of every Bias 


child to a‘ free and appropriate public education. Legislation also man- 


datda’ increased involvement of parents in the making of decisions for 


nf about. their children, individualized education plans, education in 
e least restrictive environments, due process, and protection in eval- 
Aation procedures. Never’ before have educators had to lay bare so ex- 


tensively their decision-making practices and to be bal so highly ac- — ; 
+ ; es 


{ countable for the decisions they make about individual students. m* 


The result of the increased accountability has been two-fold. First, [ 
educational personnel now must learn how to operate more visibly in 
both the public arena and with parents. They must learn to communicate, 
without using @ducatignal jargon, to parents and other non-educators. 

.- ; ae 


% FS : 19. ; é 
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Second, changes in assessment practices are readily apparent as those 


who. psagss students pay closer attention to the devices, procedures, 


\ ie = 


and activities used. This closer scrutiny most likely results from 
‘a a combined concern for accountability and a fear of litigation for 


inappropriate practice. 


Decentralization of Special Education Services 


During the last two or three years we have witnessed rapid de- 


‘ 


centralization of special education services. By detentralization, we 


refer to the detachment of specialists from special education environ- 
“ments and their deployment into support roles. The concept of least * 
veatrictive environment eas naturally to chs In the past, assess- 


e bd 
- 
ene activities for the most part served a jeeeasdat FenChA Om. 


Teachers referred students for comprehensive psychoeducational eval- b 
uations for the oe of ascertaining eligibility for achat leet 
cation services. We witness a series of situations and events that 
i necessitate a acveaite away from sisuahai aie aviluakion to new roles 
and activities for those who assess students. 
j A good example of what we are speaking of Re illustrated by cur- \ 
rent happenings in‘two of our —e urban school systems. In nie 6 
_ these there is currently ‘ backlog of 16,000 elementary and secondary \ 
\ _ pupils awaiting avaloncton: 59 consider their eligibility for special 
| services. During the sone of May, 1979, over 5,000 additional students 
were referred for evaluation. staté’ guidelines mandate that students 
‘ must be assessed within 28 days of referral. Ninety-two pewcent of - — ‘ 


students assessed. are found eligible for special education a a 


Rep, : 


e “ . i ’ e 


we. : 4 et 
-% : 
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, > a 
Simply froma manpower standpoint, diagnostic pavgeeiel eanieecaitioes 
to engage in Comprahinetve evaluations of students. New ways. of 

. vorking; .especially 4ithin a preventive sense in regular education 

; environments, are/absolutely necessary. 


4 


In the previously described school system, special services are , 


; 
‘ 


: f 

centralized, under tha control of a centtal administrative office. 
There is a strong movement to decentralization. Yet, current practices 
in another large city give strong evidence of ynae happens when diag- 


nostic services and special education services are decentralized. Spe- 


cial services in this urban environment are divided into regions. ‘Dif- 
; ; : e . 
ferent services are available. acrost the different regions; different 


: diagnostic srbdtbeas ade evident in the different regions, Inconsisténcy 


results, and in an especially mobile society, major problems become appar-" 


ent when students move from’ one tegion to another. 
The result. of the move toward decentralization is twofold. First, 


specialists are being deployed in new roles and new activities. Théy 


. * © ‘ 
are increasingly being used in support roles and in new structures. re iy 


Second, we can observe a tremendous increase in the need for. simpli- 
fied diagnostic practices, Schools and those in schools who assess 
students cannot afford ‘ccarwataaseos psychological evaluations. There 
is a very apparent:need for and move toward wary simple, curriculum 


based assessnent practices like those proposed by Deno and Mirkin (1977), 


, 


a A 
Jenkins, Mayhall, Peschka, and Townsend (1974), Kazdin and Straw (1978), 


. * 


«and Lovitt spi 


« 
2 ° 


. Mandated Team becision Making 
‘ Public Law 94-142 mandates team decision making. School systems 


* ® . 
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across the nation hate pik into operation procedures for teams of 
. educators to meet in making eligibility decisions and da eetetng: 
individualized egucational plans for students. “yee we observe again 
a good idea’ gone awry, There is ahaoluediv-to consistency in planning | 
bead decision making, neither’ in the compasition of teams ae in the 
procedures and sequence’ of activities in which teans engage. Our 
research at the University of Minnesota Institute for Research on 
Learning Disabilities has demonstrated that team decision making is 
uttetly onfused. Research on psychoeducational decision making is 
nearly n n-existent. We do have a knowledge base derived from research 
on clini al judgnent. That research has sufficiently demonstrated that 
clinical judgment is imprecise, unreliable, and invalid. Yet, somehow 
we in education have opted for the belief that pooling pidgieate will ; 
improve reliability. 

Knete tm: at this time, no knowledge base to guide those who wish 
to plan interventions on- the basis of pupil partocaince on tests. Yet, 


‘ decision makers operate as if such evidence existed. The next section 


addresses this more intensively. 


Increased Examination of the Relevancy of 
Psychometric Data to Decision Making 


For some time educators have made decisions about students on the 
basis of testimonial evidence. People have used tests simply because 
others were using them or indicated their worth in fretanice of Wicien 
ious validity"). University professors taught their students to adminis- 


ter batteries of tests, to prepare ‘profiles of pupil performances, and 


to plan interventions based on pupil performance on tests. Within the 
a ? 
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last five to seven years, such practices have increasingly baen sub- 


: anehen to negative SVASHAEOR Researchers Pe been unable ta derive 
support a such practices ‘a have repeatedly called this to the atten- | 
tion of practitioners. Practitioners have not always listened. 

cromelt, Blashfield, gait Strauss (1975) described the aggessment- 
interverition Livadtets indicating that fur Factores needed to be a 
‘sidered in evaluating current practicé. They labeled the factors A, B, 
C, and D. Within their paradigm, A refers to etiological information : 
while B refers to data on the current characteristics of the student. 
C information refers to the intervention used, while D* information is 
PRORINEEES. Sars: Cromvell,- Blashfield, and Strauss (1975) eport that 
the only valid Hsganstlocnteketin paradigm is one that considers 
all four factors. As diagnostic personnel employ on ABCD model, at — 


the same time they attend much more extensively to the issue of rele— 


vancy. The field of special education, in general, has experienced a - ~~ 


recent and heavy emphasis on examining the relevancy of data and relating 
specific etiological factors and characteristics ko the kinds of deci- 
sions that are made. Rapeachars have repeatedly hasized the ir- _ 
relevancy to snstruction oF many kinds of data (ealvte & Taaaleyne 1978). 
Practitioners have not iuase listened. | 


The repeated negative evaluations of the relevancy of tiorm-referenced 
* 


déta to the making of intervention decisions have resulted and oa conus . 


wore extensively in a movement toward curriculum-based assessment. Yet, 


as Arter and Jenkins (1977) so apely point out, there is still a tre- 


nendous gap between research ‘wad practice. 


- re 


kj 


TR 


‘to identify aptitude-trddtment interactions (ATIs). Rather, it is ; ’ 
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Increased Attention to "Levels" of Disposition 


¥ a 


We witness today a renewed interest in intervention. or treatment ; 
methodologies, most aiiy characterized as concern for levels of dis- . 
position. Investigators and prantantonsre have — more concerned 
with the level at which treatment Besa! cake place. With mildly handi- 
capped students, progress: has, béen very ste, but vith devetany handi~ 
capped students some gains have been noted (Anderson & Greer, 1976). 

Illustrative of the way in which a een athicteldtectics in 
this domain is the actdat raked to treat students with pene Seehonese 
si ae ratiter, research in mental retardation tltusteated that a 
beantte factor interacted wfth environmental factors ren influence de- 
velopment and learning. The ‘eencerch findings had are relevance. 
to the: development of ‘ecuaieaale procedures, as well as to assessment 
pracbinus, Homeopathic disorders (i.e., those in which ee is 
directly related. to diagnosis) such as PKU also help to reinforce il- 
logical. reasoning as previously discussed; after all, the characteristics 


of that condition tend to be universal and specific. 


Increased Efforts to Identify ATIs and to Match Students to 
Instructional Environments . 


. a . c 
The intention here is not to review the history of research efforts 


: simply noted that such efforts have yet to produce meaningful results. — 


In an earlier review, Ysseldyke (1973) noted that researchers had not 
| ) 

yet identified significant ATIs with handicapped students. Still, 

ShouEhs we observe ‘continued attempts to do so. We support such ef- 


te 
forts and believe they will increase; if data from norm-referenced” 


% 
* . 
* 


! a Bee” 


“tests are to be usefal in intervention planning, ‘aptitude-treatment 


: interactions must be identified. . 
* . Fag as ee ; | oe . yy ate Le 
, ‘ Summary aes 
_Corrent assesenent and evaluation practices are viacuet with a 
‘Sars z of sebetods evbidaa’ “the first section of this paper described 
those problems. ‘It was observed that the conceptual and definitional 
* foundat jen fox current &ssessment practices ie a relatively weak one, 
and that practitioners are often biased prior to, during, and after . 
the actual assessment session. 


‘ It was noted -that currently used norm-referenced tests are tech- 


nically inadequate for decision-making purposes, and attention was called. 


5 Te me 
to questionable practices regarding positions on those behaviors in \ 
students that we ought to be assessing and remediating. \ 
‘ The second section of this paper described current forces for . : ) 


change. Fundamentally, what we observe boils down to three important 
’ e 


things that will, in our opinion, characterize the immediate future of 


. 
~ 


assessment activities. ee * 7 igi 
‘ . 


First, there.is a definite move to curriculum-based assessment. 
- Whereas in the sunt, assessment activities weft primarily carried out 
, for cimestbicatiie, placement, and eligibility decision making, we 
observe an obvious shift to assessment for the ouencas of intervention 
planning. Mandates for development of IEPs and increased emphasis on 
serving. handicapped students in regular classrooms have contributed 
to the shift. We expect to see a very rapid increase in direct and 
: * 


frequent monitoring of pupil progress in interventions in regular 
; | + 


classrooms. 


’ ; Bf F ; i - 
‘ - , Df ahr hs ~ 
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«3 Second, we are witnessing and will continue to witness increased _ 


concern for accountability. Those who assess students will, whether 


‘or not they enjoy it, be held responsible for Siete caneceiit activi- 
, tiles and carry out their activities in ever more public arenas. 

" Finally, and this may be more wishful thinking than reality, we 
will observe a better application of pecaae findings in esciiat 
practice. Research findings during the last decade have profound twes 
plications for the future of assessnent activities. To the extent that 

we those findings get applied, the future of assessment is bright. If 
a’ . 


a practice does not change, change in the direction of.congruence vith 


_Tesearch, the future of assessment is bleak. 


ae | . eS x 2 
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Label(s) Being 


Table 1 


Method of 


' Investigation 


Hypothetical and 
videotaped pre- 
sentat ions-—experi- 
mental comparison 


Hypothetical child 
was portrayed with 
label appropriate 
-or inappropriate ° 
behaviors 


Hypothetical child , 


exhibiting aggres- 
sive behavior vas 
rated in four case 
studies--Experimen- 
tal comparison 


Hypothetical and 
videotaped pre- 
sentations-- 
Experimental 
comparisons 


Characteristic . 
behaviors of LD | 
~and ED children 
were rated 
Experinental 
study in which’ 
undergraduate ° 


. students taught 


children labeled 
as LD or noreaal 


‘ Transmission to 
undergraduate 
student and ‘to 
labeled or non- 
labeled child for 
production of 3 
effect 


Selected Investigations in which the LD Label was Studied . 


Target. 
Individual (s). 


More negative expectancies held for 
MR than for LD or ED; however, all 

special education cdtegories viewed 
less favorably than normal one. 


Transaission to 
teachers 


Transmission to » Child was viewed more favorably when 


undergraduate thought to be learning disabled than | 
teachers-in- when thought to be emotionally disturbed 
training : ee 


> 
. 


* Transmission > Child was viewed more favorably when 


undergraduate: thought to be learning disabled than 
teachers-in- when thought to be emotionally dis- 
_ training turbed. 


$ 


Transaission to Labeled child yas rated ‘more negatively 
classroon than non-labeled (i.e., Normal) one. 
teachers = - : 


. 
. 
* + ¢ 


. 


Transaission to 
vocational 
teachers 


Behaviors of LD children were seen as 
lese disturbing and bothersome than . 
behaviors of ED children. 


’ 


Performance of normal fourth grade ~ 
children. vas differentially affected 

by label assigned to thes prior to 
interaction with undergraduate "teacher 
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